
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2010/0239/P (LBC)

	Development Proposed:
	Replace existing windows at 4 Church Street, Clitheroe

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council - No objections to this proposal.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings – Would expect to see justification for the proposed replacement of the windows; the application does not explain why a replacement is necessary.  Prefer to see repairs – commonly only a small area is affected, such as the bottom of the window where there is wet rot.  A skilled carpenter will be able to let in well-seasoned matching new timber.

Urge caution with replacing glass.  Identify whether historic.  Often early plain glazing is unintentionally overlooked and its intrinsic value to diffract the light in a more pleasing manner is not recognised.  If glass of value, urge that it be retained.


	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

PPS5.

HEPPG.

Policy ENV20 - Proposals Involving Partial Demolition/Alteration of Listed Buildings.

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (setting).

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Clitheroe Conservation Area Appraisal.

Draft NPPF.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposal would be unduly harmful to the character (including setting) and significance of the listed building, the setting and significance of nearby listed buildings and the character, appearance and significance of Clitheroe Conservation Area because of the unconvincing and conspicuous form of glazing bar replacement. 

Insufficient information has been submitted to understand the impact on the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building of window frame replacement

	

	Number 4 and Church Court, Church Street, is an 18th century Grade II listed building prominently sited in Clitheroe Conservation Area. Adjoining and facing buildings are also Grade II listed.

The list description (30 September 1976) refers to a degree of modern alteration and states “3 windows, stone surrounds, on two floors, top floor with fixed glazing bars, the first floor casements. Stone surrounds to 2 doors, modern, with rectangular fanlights. Modern head to carriage entry to left”. The list description also refers to some of the site’s spatial associations “Andrew Carnegie Public Library, Town Hall, premises occupied by Tourist Information Office, No 4 and Church Court form a group with No’s 6-12”. 
The Clitheroe Conservation Area Appraisal (The Conservation Studio consultants; adopted by the Borough Council following public consultation 3 April 2007) suggests that: “Church Street contains Clitheroe’s best examples of Georgian building and, together with the street’s stone paving, trees and well kept historic buildings is the town’s best area of townscape culminating in St Mary Magdalene’s Church at the top of the rise …”
3/2009/1056 – Replacement window frames (uPVC, top opening, double glazed).  LBC refused 17 February 2010.

Proposed changes to fenestration were first discussed with the applicant at pre-application (9 November 2009).

6/2/1425 – Outline application for conversion of ground floor into offices and first floor into dwelling accommodation.  Granted January 1967.

6/2/1352 – Change of use from a new store to retail drapery shop.  Granted 13 April 1966.

The current application has remained undecided in recognition of the apparent need for some window repair/replacement and the applicant’s wish for negotiation following the earlier refusal of LBC. 

Section 16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that when considering applications for listed building consent, special regard shall be had to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses.

Section 10(2) of the Act states that LBC applications should contain:

‘..b, such other plans and drawings as are necessary to describe the works which are the subject of the application..’  

Section 72 (1) of the Act states that in the exercise of planning functions special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area. 

Planning Policy Statement 5 – Planning for the Historic Environment (PPS5, March 2010) states at paragraph 7 that government objectives for planning for the historic environment include: the delivery of ‘’sustainable development by ensuring that policies and decisions concerning the historic environment ..recognise that heritage assets are a non-renewable resource..’’; and the conservation of  “.. England’s heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance by ensuring that .. decisions are based on the nature, extent and level of that significance, investigated to a degree proportionate to the importance of the heritage asset”.

PPS5 Policy HE7.1 that “in decision making local planning authorities should seek to identify and assess the particular significance of any element of the historic environment that may be affected by the relevant proposal”.

Policy HE9.1 of PPS5 states “There should be a presumption in favour of the conservation of designated heritage assets and the more significant the designated asset, the greater the presumption in favour of its conservation should be.  Once lost, heritage assets cannot be replaced and their loss is a cultural, environmental, economic and social impact.  Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting.  Loss affecting any designated heritage assets should require clear and convincing justification…”

Policy HE10.1 states “when considering applications for development that affect the setting of a heritage asset, local planning authorities should treat favourably applications that preserve those elements of the setting that make a positive contribution to or better reveal the significance of the asset.  When considering applications that do not do this, local planning authorities should weigh any such harm against the wider benefits of the application.  The greater the negative impact on the significance of the heritage asset, the greater the benefits that will be needed to justify approval”.

PPS5 Policy HE9.4 states “where a proposal has a harmful impact on the significance of the designated heritage asset which is less than substantial harm, in all cases, local planning authorities should: 

1.
Weigh the public benefit of the proposal (for example, that it helps to secure the optimum viable use of the heritage asset in the interests of its long term conservation) against the harm; and

2. 
Recognise that the greater the harm to the significance of the heritage asset, the greater the justification will be needed for any loss”.

Policy HE6.1 of PPS5 states ‘Local Planning Authorities should require an applicant to provide a description of the significance of the heritage assets affected and the contribution of their setting to that significance’. Policy HE6.2 states that ‘This information together with an assessment of the impact of the proposal should be set out in the application (within the design and access statement when this is required) as part of the explanation of the design concept’. Policy HE6.3 states that ‘Local planning authorities should not validate applications where the extent of the impact of the proposal on the significance of any heritage assets affected cannot adequately be understood from the application and supporting documents’.

Policy HE1.1 of PPS5 states that  ‘Local planning authorities should identify opportunities to mitigate, and adapt to, the effects of climate change when …making decisions relating to heritage assets by seeking the reuse and, where appropriate, the modification of heritage assets so as to reduce carbon emissions and secure sustainable development..’. Policy HE1.2 states that ‘Where proposals that are promoted for their contribution to mitigating climate change have a potentially negative effect on heritage assets, local planning authorities should, prior to determination, and ideally during pre-application discussions, help the applicant to identify feasible solutions that deliver similar climate change mitigation but with less or no harm to the significance of the heritage asset and its setting’.

PPS5 is accompanied by the Historic Environment Planning Practice Guide (HEPPG, March 2010).  Paragraph 2, Introduction, of the HEPPG states that the practice guidance may be “material to individual planning and heritage consent decisions”.  

Paragraph 152 Repair, of the HEPPG states that “Doors and windows are frequently key to the significance of the building.  Change is therefore advisable only where the original is beyond repair, it minimises the loss of historic fabric and matches the original in detail.  Secondary glazing is usually more appropriate than double glazing where the window itself is of significance”.

Paragraph 185, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG advises that “The insertion of new elements such as doors and windows is quite likely to adversely affect the building’s significance”.

Paragraph 178, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states ‘..it would not normally be acceptable for new work to dominate the original asset or its setting in either scale, material or as a result of its siting’.

Paragraph 187, Addition and alteration, of the HEPPG states ‘’small-scale features, inside and out, such as historic painting schemes, ornamental plasterwork, carpenter’s and mason’s marks, chimney breasts and stacks, inscriptions and signs, will frequently contribute strongly to a building’s significance and removing or obscuring them is likely to affect the asset’s significance’’.

Paragraph 114 and 116-117 of the HEPPG relate to setting.

‘’the extent and importance of setting is often expressed by reference to visual considerations. Although views of or from an asset will play an important part, the way in which we experience an asset in its setting is also influenced by other environmental factors such as noise, dust and vibration; by spatial associations; and by our understanding of the historic relationship between places..’(paragraph 114).

“the setting of a heritage asset can enhance its significance whether or not it was designed to do so”(paragraph 116).

‘’the contribution that setting makes to the significance does not depend on there being public rights or an ability to access or experience that setting…Nevertheless, proper evaluation of the effect of change within the setting of a heritage asset will usually need to consider the implications, if any, for public appreciation of its significance’(paragraph 117).

Paragraph 87 of the HEPPG, Considerations for Designated Heritage Assets, advises:

“Where a proposal causes minor harm there will still be a loss of value to society caused by that harm.  This is a loss of public benefit that needs to be weighed against any other public benefits the proposal will bring, including, possibly, the conservation benefit of the proposal being part of realising the optimal viable use of the asset. … Some works may seem individually to be of little importance but can cumulatively be destructive of a heritage asset’s significance’’.

Paragraph 78, Weighing up the proposals, of the HEPPG states ‘local authorities are advised to take into account the likely longevity of any public benefits claimed for a proposed scheme. Speculative, ill-conceived or short-term projects will not compare so favourably when considering an irreversible harm to the significance of a heritage asset’.

Paragraph 177 of the Draft National Planning Policy Framework (July 2011) states ‘the Government’s objectives for planning for the historic environment are to:

conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance..’. 

Paragraph 183 states ‘..as heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification..’.

Policy ENV20 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (adopted June 1998) has the status, following Government Office North West approval, of a ‘saved policy’.  This states ‘’Proposals for the alteration or repair of listed buildings should be sympathetic to their character and appearance.  The most important features of any listed building will be preserved”.

Policy ENV19 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’.  It states “Development proposals on sites within the setting of buildings listed as being of special architectural or historic interest, which cause visual harm to the setting of the building, will be resisted. In assessing harm caused by any proposal the following factors will be taken into account:

(i) the desirability of preserving the setting of the building;

(ii) the effect of the proposed development on the character of the listed building;

(iii) any effect on the economic viability of the listed building;

(iv) the contribution which the listed building makes to the townscape or countryside;

(v) the extent to which the proposed works would bring substantial benefits to the community including economic benefits and enhancement of the environment”.

Policy ENV16 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan states:

‘’Within conservation areas development will be strictly controlled to ensure that it reflects the character of the area in terms of scale, size, design and materials’’.

Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’. This states ‘’In determining planning applications the following criteria will be applied:

(a) Development should be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature’’.

Pevsner ‘The Buildings of England : North Lancashire’ (2000) suggests ‘Clitheroe is a townscape pleasure. It has no putting-off buildings, it has changes of level, and it has streets with bends … up Church Street for more agreeable houses’ (page 104).

The Clitheroe Conservation Area Appraisal states:

(i) ‘Church Street, the best area of Clitheroe’s historic townscape’ (Summary of Special Interest);

(ii) ‘The main axis of the borough was Castle Street, which led into the Market Place, which itself continued north as Church Street and Church Brow’ (The Effect of Historical Development on Plan Form);

(iii) ‘In Clitheroe, as in other market towns, the 18th century marked a movement away from traditional vernacular building to a more consciously designed ‘polite’ form of architecture. Buildings from this period are influenced by a sense of proportion and incorporate  sliding sash windows and elements of classical detailing such as pediments and friezes. In the 18th century Church Street was the main route into and out of the town’ (Architectural and Historic Character);

(iv) ‘Loss of architectural detail (original windows, doors etc)’ and ‘Insensitive alteration of historic buildings…spoiling the conservation area’s strong historic character and appearance’ (SWOT analysis Weaknesses and Principal Negative Features of Clitheroe’s Historic Core);

(v) ‘Loss of Original Architectural Details: Many of the unlisted, and some of the listed, buildings in the conservation area have been adversely affected by the use of inappropriate modern materials or details. Common faults include: the replacement of original timber sash windows with uPVC or stained hardwood’ (Threats to the Clitheroe Conservation Area).  

The ‘Setting of Heritage Assets: English Heritage Guidance’ (EH, October 2011) states: 

‘the cumulative impact of incremental small-scale changes may have as great an effect on the setting of a heritage asset as a large-scale development’ (4.5).

The Georgian Group Guide ‘Windows’ states ‘No element does more than the fenestration to enhance the character of Georgian buildings; this is even more relevant to modest terraced houses and country cottages than it is to grander, multi-windowed piles. Yet in recent years the defacing of Georgian buildings by inappropriate modern windows has become more and more commonplace. The Georgian Group has always maintained that historic buildings deserve the best in terms of craftsmanship and materials. The insistence upon natural materials in construction and in architectural detailing represents the best way of ensuring that the integrity of historic structures is preserved. Georgian buildings in particular rely for their aesthetic effect largely on their proportions, and especially on the appropriate detailing of windows and doors’ (Introduction).

‘Energy Efficiency and Historic Buildings: Application of Part L of the Building Regulations to Historic and Traditionally Constructed Buildings’ (EH, November 2010) states ‘For historic buildings and those of traditional construction an appropriate balance needs to be achieved between building conservation and energy efficiency if lasting damage is to be avoided both to the building’s character and significance and its fabric…reducing carbon emissions from buildings is not just about heating and insulating the building. Much can be achieved by changing behaviour, avoiding waste, using energy efficient controls and managing the building to its optimum performance, all of which is as relevant to older buildings as new ones’ (Summary, page 4).
‘’English Heritage supports the Government’s aims to improve energy efficiency, provided that the application of the new Part L is exercised in a way that does not harm the special interest of historic buildings.. The new Part L makes it clear that the special characteristics of a historic building must be recognised. The aim of this revised part of the Building Regulations is to improve energy efficiency where practically possible, provided that this does not harm the character of the building or increase the risk of long-term deterioration to fabric or fittings. 
The special interest of a historic building would be compromised if its overall appearance were to be changed or significant features or qualities were to be lost as a result of compliance with the Requirements of the new Part L. To avert a threat of this kind, a number of questions need to be considered. Could improvements be made without the need to remove or substantially alter fabric? For example, could existing windows be repaired and draughtproofed as an alternative to inserting new double glazing? Could secondary glazing be inserted? If improvements to the existing windows are not practicable, could benign improvements be made elsewhere, for example by insulating under floors or by improving the efficiency of the heating system? ‘’ (Introduction to document on EH website).

In ‘The Thermal Performance of Historic Windows’, The Building Conservation Directory 2008, Chris Wood (Head of Buiding Conservation and Research Team at EH) suggests ‘As always, a sensible balance is needed and decisions must be made on the basis of knowledge rather than generic assumptions about the inefficiency of old windows. 

There is little dispute as to how important windows are to historic buildings. After all, the front windows of a building are often the first feature to draw the eye… 

One enduring myth is that old windows account for 20 per cent or more of the heat lost from a building. That presumption is also perpetuated by bodies like the Energy Saving Trust, which claims that if you double-glaze your windows you will save 20 per cent of your heat loss (and more if you live in an old building). But every building is different. English Heritage has worked with specialists carrying out fan pressurisation testing of historic buildings ... to determine where heat loss is occurring. In all cases, the windows were of historical interest and none had been repaired or particularly well maintained. But when the tests were completed it was apparent that the amount of leakage from the windows was a lot lower than expected; indeed the real problem areas were often not visible to the eye and occurred in quite obscure parts of the building … There is a definite need to improve the thermal performance of existing buildings in order to reduce carbon emissions and slow climate change. However, a sensible balance is needed. Unpublished data from the BRE has shown that if the half million or so listed buildings in England had all their windows replaced by double-glazing, it would save between 0.16 and 0.36 per cent of total energy used in this country. It is surely not worth sacrificing our architectural heritage for so small a gain, particularly if substantial improvements can be made in more benign ways’’.

Recent communications with the applicant would suggest that further negotiation would not be productive (the applicant is insistent on replacement windows with ‘stick-on’ glazing bars).

In my opinion, the windows are the most prominent and distinctive feature of the listed building. Their form contributes strongly to the character and appearance of this important part of Clitheroe Conservation Area and the setting of nearby listed buildings in the group. 

The list description would suggest that the window fabric is historic and I note the concerns of SPAB. I have been unable to establish the provenance of the windows through examination of Clitheroe Library photographic records (a sketch from 1812 appears to show C17 style mullioned windows to a building adjoining the Moot Hall – are the fixed and casement windows at No 4 Church Street a response to horizontally emphasised original openings?). However, it is my opinion that the windows are relatively modern in fabric but are likely to successfully replicate the historic form; mindful of the obviously extensive degradation to the windows the applicant has thus been advised that exact like-for-like replacement would not affect the character of the listed building and would not require listed building consent. 

In my opinion, ‘stick-on’ glazing bars would be an unconvincing and conspicuous alteration to the form of the windows which would be harmful to the character of the building (including its interior) and its setting. The application does not refer to the form and detail of other window frame elements. I note that the building front elevation has already lost character through the insertion of the ground floor uPVC windows (no record on file).


	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














